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1. Claims 6,7, 10-15 remain for examination. Claims 1-5, 8,9 have been canceled. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 6,7, 10-15 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Limberis et al. (5,852,729) is 
introduced in addition to Tanaka (5,893,143) to show the amended feature of an 
identifier (NOP flag ) was set only if an ordered field (NOP) corresponding to a first 
data path element contain a NOP in every control word (NOP count, see col. 9., lines 9- 
19). However, response to applicant's remarks will be included to clarify the teaching of 
Tanaka. 

3. In the remarks, applicant argued that Tanaka did not teach the a bit identifier set 
to indicate corresponding ordered field contains a nop in every multiple instruction word 
of the sequence of the plurality of control words. 

4. As to the remarks above, Tanaka did not specifically show his identifier is set 
only if the ordered field corresponding to the first data path element contain a NOP in 
every control word as claimed. However, Limberis et al. (5,852,729) taught an 
identifier (NOP flag ) was set only if an ordered field (NOP) corresponding to a first 
data path element contain a NOP in every control word (NOP count, see col.9., lines 9- 
19). The reasons of obviousness will be provided in the paragraph below. 

* 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



Application/Control Number: 10/652,134 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2183 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 6,10,11,12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tanaka (5,893,143) in view of Limberis et al. (5,852,729) . 

6. As to claim 6, Tanaka also taught : 

fetching an identifier (see the mask 1 100 in 720 in fig.6) having one bit for each element 
of processor (see each control fields in fig.6 [720] [NOP] and [FIELD3-b], see also 
reinserting of NOP into instruction in co1.6, lines 1-2, see also the decompression when 
the instruction was readout in col .3, lines 6-13), a bit [1] of their identifier was set if a 
corresponding ordered field contain a NOP instruction (see field [NOP]) in control word 
(see the fourth entry of the cache in 720 infig.6) of a sequence of control words (see 
entries 1-5 in fig.6 720 for a sequence of control words, see also col.8, lines 6-56 for 
how the instruction words being fed to the corresponding processing units) for each 

a 

control word of the compressed sequence of multiple-instruction control words; b) 
disabling an element of the processor (see NOP for indicating no operational 
instruction), to reduce the power consumption if corresponding bit of identifier was set 
(not explicitly shown), and the element was disabled (no operational); 
d) fetching a control word (see read out of instruction in co1.10, lines 18-26); 
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e) executing the control word (see the decompressed instruction for executing in col .8, 
lines 18-26). 

7. Tanaka did not specifically show his identifier is set only if the ordered field 
corresponding to the first data path element contain a NOP in every control word as 
claimed. However, Limberis taught an identifier (NOP flag ) was set only if an 
ordered field (NOP) corresponding to a first data path element contain a NOP in every 
control word (NOP count, see col. 9., lines 9-19). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use Limberis in Tanaka for including the identifier as claimed 
because the use of Limberis could provide Tanaka the ability to pre-configure the 
instruction fields based on a predetermined control field sequence, thereby reducing 
the hardware overheads of the system, and because Tanaka also taught a bit [1] of 
identifier was set if a corresponding ordered field contain a NOP instruction (see field 
[NOP]) in a control word (see the fourth entry of the cache in 720 in fig.6) of a sequence 
of control words, therefore suggesting the need for his identifier set only if to 
correspond to the first data path element contain a NOP in every control word in order 
to minimize the additional control fields , or the circuit space, and for doing so, provided 
a motivation. 

■ 

8. As to claim 10, Tanaka taught : 

a) a mask latch for storing a compression mask (see mask) that identifies a set of 
aligned fields removed during compression of the sequence of multiple-instruction 
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control words (see fig.6) ; b) having one bit for each element of processor (see each 
control fields in fig.6 [720] [NOP] and [FIELD3-b]), wherein a bit [1] of their identifier was 
set if a corresponding ordered field contains a NOP instruction (see field [NOP]) in very 
control word (see the fourth entry of the cache in 720 infig.6) of a sequence of control 

i 

words (see entries 1-5 in fig.6 720 for a sequence of control words, see also col. 8, lines 
6-56 for how the instruction words being fed to the corresponding processing units) for 
each control word of the compressed sequence of multiple-instruction control words; c) 
a logic unit coupled to the mask latch and responsive to the compression mask (see the 
logic circuit coupled to mask in fig.9 and fig.1 1 ); d) a memory for storing one or more 
compressed multiple-instruction control words (see [cache 720 ] in fig.6, and fig.9 and 
fig.1 1 memory for storing the mask) ; 

e) a pipelined permute unit; coupled to the logic unit and the memory and operable to 

« 

reconstruct multiple-instruction control words by fetching a compressed multiple- 
instruction control word from the memory and inserting NOP instructions in accordance 
with the compression mask (see reinserting of NOP into instruction in co1.6, lines 1-2, 
see also the decompression when the instruction was readout in col. 3, lines 6-13) ;and 

* 

f) an instruction register coupled the pipelined permute unit and operable to present 
reconstructed multiple-instruction control words to the processor (see each entry in 
fig.6). 

9. Tanaka did not specifically show his identifier is set only if the ordered field 
corresponding to the first data path element contain a NOP in every control word as 
claimed. However, Limberis taught an identifier (NOP flag ) was set only if an 
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ordered field (NOP) corresponding to a first data path element contain a NOP in every 
control word (NOP count, see col.9., lines 9-19). The reasons for obviousness were 
already given in paragraph above. Therefore, not to repeated herein. 

■ 

1 0. As to claim 1 1 , Tanaka showed a write enabling signal for each memory caches 
(memory banks). Therefore, Tanaka was able to disable the memory banks. The 
memory banks remained disabled while the sequence of control words was processed 
(see the processing of control words and the mask as the identifier in fig.1 1 for selecting 
the clusters). 

11. As to claim 1 2, see the mask as the identifier in fig.1 1 for selecting the clusters. 

* 

* 

12. Claim 1 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,893,143) in view Limberis et al. (5,852,729 as applied to claim 10-12 and further in 
view of Pechanek et al. (6,173,389). 

13. As to claim 13, limitations of parent claim discussed above will not be repeated 
herein. Neither Tanaka nor Limberis specifically showed a system was used for vector 
processing as clamed. However, Pechanek disclosed a system for including a nop 
operation with a vector processing (e.g. see the background in co1.1 , lines 35-42). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art o use Pechanek in Tanaka 
for including the vector processing as claimed because the use of Pechanek cold 
provide Tanaka the capability to adapt to different type of processing methods, such as 
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vector processing, and it could be done by configuring the vector of Pechanek with a 

44 

modified parameters (e.g. the vector registers) into Tanaka, so that the vector 
processing of Pechanek could be recognized by Tanaka, and since no specific type of 
vector processing is being recited in the claim, one of ordinary skill in the art should be 
able to recognize the use of vector processing in general into Tanaka for achieving the 
fast processing capacity as desired by Tanaka (see Tanaka col.3, lines 37-41 ). 

14. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,893,143) in view of Limberis et al. (5,852,729) , as applied to claims view of 
Shebanow et al. (5,367,494) 

1 5. As to claim 7, limitations of claim 7 were already discussed in paragraphs above, 
therefore, it will not be repeated herein. Tanaka also taught at least : a) a mask latch for 
storing a bit mask having one bit for each data path element (see each entry field in 
fig.6 [720]), wherein a bit of the bit mask is set [1] if a corresponding ordered field 
contains a NOP instruction (see NOP field) in every multiple-instruction control word 
[each entry] of the sequence of control words (see entries of fig.6 [720] for the sequence 
of control words); b) a plurality of memory banks operable to store instructions of a 
multiple- instruction control word (see fig.6 cache); c) a plurality of data path elements 
(see the fields in a given entry); d) a logic unit coupled to the mask latch, and e) an 
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instruction register, coupled to the memory banks and operable to present instructions 
the datapath elements (see each entry in fig. 6). 

16. Neither Tanaka nor Limberis specifically showed that his write signal was used 
for enabling and disabling of the subset of memory banks as claimed. However, 
Shebanow taught a system for enabling a subset of memory banks (see Abstract, see 
also the enabling of memory banks on the control value A and B in col .1 1 , lines 5-68, 
co1.12, lines 1-27). Shebanow because the data from a bandwidth of the 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use in Tanaka for 
enabling/disabling the subset of memory banks as claimed use of Shebanow could 
provide Tanaka the ability to accept and send plurality of memory sets at a given cycle, 
therefore, increasing the storage access control, and because Tanaka also taught to 
provide a plurality of processing units with corresponding memory caches (the banks) 
for execution in parallel (see col.3, lines 52-63), and also showed a write enabling signal 
for each memory caches (see the processing of control words and the mask as the 
identifier in fig.1 1 for selecting the clusters), which was a suggestion of the need for 

> 

disabling a memory of plurality of memory banks in order to provide data to the plurality 
of processing units in parallel, and fordoing so, provide a motivation. 

17. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,893,143) in view of Limberis et al. (5,852,729) and view of Shebanow et al. 
(5,367,494). 
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18. As to claim 14, Tanaka also taught at least : a) a mask latch for storing a bit 
mask having one bit for each data path element (see each entry field in fig. 6 [720]), 
wherein a bit of the bit mask is set [1] if a corresponding ordered field contains a NOP 
instruction (see NOP field) in every multiple-instruction control word [each entry] of the 
sequence of control words (see entries of fig.6 [720] for the sequence of control words); 
b) a plurality of memory banks operable to store instructions of a multiple- instruction 
control word (see fig.6 cache); c) a plurality of data path elements (see the fields in a 
given entry); d) a logic unit coupled to the mask latch, and e) an instruction register, 
coupled to the memory banks and operable to present instructions the datapath 
elements (see each entry in fig.6). 

19. Tanaka did not specifically show his identifier is set only if the ordered field 
corresponding to the first data path element contain a NOP in every control word as 
claimed. However, Limberis taught an identifier (NOP flag ) was set only if an 
ordered field (NOP) corresponding to a first, data path element contain a NOP in every 

■ 

control word (NOP count, see col.9., lines 9-19). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use Limberis in Tanaka for including the identifier as claimed 
because the use of Limberis could provide Tanaka the ability to pre-configure the 
instruction fields based on a predetermined control field sequence, thereby reducing 
the hardware overheads of the system, and because Tanaka also taught a bit [1] of 
identifier was set if a corresponding ordered field contain a NOP instruction (see field 
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[NOP]) in very control word (see the fourth entry of the cache in 720 in fig.6) of a 
sequence of control words, therefore suggesting the need for his identifier set only if 
to correspond to the first data path element contain a NOP in every control word in 
order to minimize the additional control fields , or the circuit space, and for doing so, 
provided a motivation. 

20. Neither Tanaka nor Limberis specifically showed that his write signal was used 
for enabling and disabling of the subset of memory banks as claimed. However, 
Shebanow taught a system for enabling a subset of memory banks (see Abstract, see 
also the enabling of memory banks on the control value A and B in co1.11, lines 5-68, 
col .12, lines 1-27). Shebanow because the data from a bandwidth of the 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use in Tanaka for 
enabling/disabling the subset of memory banks as claimed use of Shebanow could 
provide Tanaka the ability to accept and send plurality of memory sets at a given cycle, 
therefore, increasing the storage access control, and because Tanaka also taught to 
provide a plurality of processing units with corresponding memory caches (the banks) 
for execution in parallel (see col.3, lines 52-63), and also showed a write enabling signal 
for each memory caches (see the processing of control words and the mask as the 
identifier in fig. 1 1 for selecting the clusters), which was a suggestion of the need for 
disabling a memory of plurality of memory banks in order to provide data to the plurality 
of processing units in parallel, and fordoing so, provide a motivation. 
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21. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(5,893,143) in view of Limberis et al. (5,852,729) and view of Shebanow et al. 
(5,367,494) as applied to claim 14, and further in view of Pechanek et (6,173,389). 

» 

22. Neither Tanaka nor Limberis, nor Shebanow specifically show the vector 
processor as claimed. However, Pechanek disclosed a system for including a nop 
operation with a vector processing (e.g. see the background in co1.1, lines 35-42). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art o use Pechanek in Tanaka 
for including the vector processing as claimed because the use of Pechanek cold 
provide Tanaka the ability to accept different type of processing (e.g. the vector 
processing, or the like ) and it could achieved by defining the vector register of 

Pechanek with a modified width or control variable into the configuration file of Tanaka, 

« 

therefore the vector registers of Pechanek could be recognized by Tanaka, and since 
no specific type of vector processing is being recited in the claim, one of ordinary skill in 
the art should be able to recognize the use of vector processing in general into Tanaka 
for achieving the fast processing capacity as desired by Tanaka (see Tanaka col. 3, lines 
37-41 ), in doing so, provided a motivation. 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

* 

applicant's disclosure, and they were already cited in previous record. 
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a) Mehrotra et al. (6,571 ,016) is cited for-a system including a loop (routine) for 
computation in a personal computer (e.g. see the decompressing routine used by 
personal computer in col. 7, lines 46-55); 

b) Lowe, Jr. (5,542,084) is cited for the background teaching of the mask disabling the 
memory banks or sections (see co1.1 , lines 42-47). 

24. Tanaka (5,893,1 43), Shebanow et al. (5,367,494) , Pechanek et (6,1 73,389) 

* 

were already cited to applicant on record. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 

♦ 

shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
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examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 571 272 41 72. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 571 272 4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703 306 5404. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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